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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The following is a Final Office action in response to communications received on October 17, 
2008. Claims 1-3, 6-7, 11-15, 18-19, and 22-23 have been amended and claims 4-5, 8-10, 16-17 and 
20-21 have been canceled. Therefore, claims 1-3, 6-7, 11-15, 18-19, and 22-23 are pending and 
addressed below. 

2. A request for continued examination (RCE) under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application AFTER FINAL rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 
CFR 1 . 1 7(e) has been timely paid, the Fl NALITY of the previous Office Action has been 
WITHDRAWN pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 02/08/08 has been 
entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another 
who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the 
invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AlPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 do not 
apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an international application 
filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AlPA (pre-AIPA35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 
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4. Claims 1-3, 6-7, 11-15, 18-19 and 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Amalraj et al. (2004/0215560). 

As per claims 1 and 13, Amalraj teaches a computer-implemented method and system 
comprising: 

a communications interface configured to receive a payment request to pay a payee on 
behalf of a payor (paragraph 7); and 

a processor configured to (abstract): 

storing, by a payment service provider processor (payment method engine associates 
with a consumer payment service provider processor, Fig.7), in a database (profile database 
110, Fig.7), for each of a plurality of payment processing debit options and credit options, a 
respective value (rank of different risl< levels and/or rank of different cost levels, paragraphs 77, 
97 and 98) for each of a plurality of payment processing factors, wherein the plurality of 
payment processing factors include at least two of (i) a cost of processing factor (paragraph 98), 
(ii) a risk of processing factor (paragraph 97), and (IN) a speed of processing factor (paragraph 
98); 

receiving, by the payment service provider processor (payment method engine 
associates with a consumer payment service provider processor, Fig.7), a payment request to 
pay a payee on behalf of a payor (element 224, Fig. 11); 

determining, by the payment service provider processor based upon the payment 
request, a subset of the plurality of payment processing debit options and credit options 
applicable to processing the payment request (a subset 230, Fig.1 1 and paragraph 96); 

selecting, by the payment service provider processor, one of the plurality of payment 
processing factors based on a preference (selecting the risk factors associates with element 
238 and 240 in Fig. 1 1 based on a financial risk preferences 234, paragraph 97); 
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determining, by the payment service provider processor, an optimal combination of one 
debit option and one credit option from the subset of the plurality of payment processing debit 
options and credit options (element 238, Fig.1 1 and paragraph 97), wherein the determination is 
based on evaluating a function applied to each of a plurality of combinations of an applicable 
debit option and an applicable credit option (the determination is based on evaluating a function 
248 which includes evaluating of operational 242 preferences and risk 234 preferences to select 
a 250 most optimum payment method for the payment debit and credit option, Fig.1 1 and 
paragraph 99), wherein the function processes the values for the selected one of the plurality of 
payment processing factors for the applicable debit option and the applicable credit option for 
each combination of the plurality of combinations (the function 248 processes the values of 
batching preferences 244 for payment processing factor operational 242 and debit and credit 
payment transactions 238 for payment processing factor risk 234, Fig.1 1 and paragraph 97, 98); 
and 

directing payment in accordance with the optimal combination of the one debit option 
and the one credit option (directing payment 238 wherein the debit from the consumer funding 
account represents good or guaranteed funs, paragraph 97 and Fig.1 1). 

As per claims 2 and 14, Amalraj teaches a method and system wherein the preference 
order is associated with determined based upon at least one of the payor (paragraph 29). 

As per claims 3 and 15, Amalraj teaches a method and system further comprising prior 
to selecting one of the plurality of payment processing factors based on a preference, 
determining the preference from a plurality of applicable preferences (determining the 
preference good funds 236 from a plurality of applicable financial risk preferences 234, Fig.1 1 
and paragraph 97). 
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As per claims 6 and 18, Amalraj teaches a method and system wherein the function 
comprises a sum of the values of the selected one of the plurality of payment processing factors 
for the applicable debit option and the applicable credit option for each combination of the 
plurality of combinations producing a total value for each combination, and wherein determining 
the optimal combination comprises selecting one of the plurality of combinations based on the 
total value for each combination (the function comprises a sum and/or the total values of debit 
and credit payment transactions 238 for payment processing factor risk 234, Fig.1 1 and 
paragraph 97). 

As per claims 7 and 19, Amalraj teaches a method and system wherein the function is 

a first function, the optimal combination is a first optimal combination, the one debit option is a 
first debit option, the one credit option is a first credit option, and wherein determining the 
optimal combination comprises: 

identifying a second optimal combination comprising a second debit option and a second 
credit option, wherein the total value of the first optimal combination equals the total value of the 
second optimal combination (identifying a second 240 optimal combination, Fig.1 1 and 
paragraph 97); and 

selecting the first combination based on evaluating a second function using the values of 
another of the plurality of payment processing factors for each of the first combination 
comprising the first debit option and the first credit option and the second combination 
comprising the second debit option and the second credit option (selecting the first combination 
238 wherein the values represents good or guaranteed funds, Fig.1 1 and paragraph 97). 

As per claims 11,12, 22, and 23, Amalraj teaches a method and system wherein the 
one debit option and the one credit option is one of a draft drawn on a deposit account 
associated with the payor (element 270, Fig.1 1 and paragraph 97). 
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Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 10/17/08 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
In the remarks, Applicant argues that Amalraj does not teach, suggest, or motivate, all the claim 

elements of amended independent Claim 1 and 13. 

In response to argument. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Amalraj does teach, suggest, or 
motivate all the claim elements of amended independent Claim 1 and 13 that include: 

a respective value (rank of different risk levels and/or rank of different cost levels, paragraphs 
77, 97 and 98) for each of a plurality of payment processing factors; 

selecting, by the payment service provider processor, one of the plurality of payment processing 
factors based on a preference (selecting the risk factors associates with element 238 and 240 in Fig. 1 1 
based on a financial risk preferences 234, paragraph 97); 

determining, by the payment service provider processor, an optimal combination of one debit 
option and one credit option from the subset of the plurality of payment processing debit options and 
credit options (element 238, Fig. 11 and paragraph 97), wherein the determination is based on 
evaluating a function applied to each of a plurality of combinations of an applicable debit option and an 
applicable credit option (the determination is based on evaluating a function 248 which includes 
evaluating of operational 242 preferences and risk 234 preferences to select a 250 most optimum 
payment method for the payment debit and credit option, Fig.1 1 and paragraph 99), wherein the 
function processes the values for the selected one of the plurality of payment processing factors for the 
applicable debit option and the applicable credit option for each combination of the plurality of 
combinations (the function 248 processes the values of batching preferences 244 for payment 
processing factor operational 242 and debit and credit payment transactions 238 for payment 
processing factor risk 234, Fig.1 1 and paragraph 97, 98); 
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Therefore, Examiner maintains that Amalraj does teach and suggest these limitations and 
anticipate amended independent Claims 1 and 13. 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to TIEN C. NGUYEN whose telephone number is (571) 270-5108. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Thursday (8:00am-4:00pm EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James P. Trammel can be reached on 571-273-6712. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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/Mary Cheung/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3694 



